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IO11 
Aimee Doran 

December 21, 2015 

 

I011-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP project and concerns regarding light 

pollution, sky line, forest habitat, traffic, trail erosion, fire danger, and pollution. The 

comment does not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR, 

however. All issues raised in the comment are addressed in the document. Light pollution 

and visual resources are addressed in Chapter 9, “Visual Resources.” Forest habitat is 

addressed in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” and Chapter 7, “Biological 

Resources.” Traffic is addressed in Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation.” Trail 

erosion is addressed in Chapter 17, “Public Services and Recreation.” Wildland fire effects 

are addressed in Chapter 18, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” Please also see Master 

Responses 4 and 9 of this Final EIR, which address visual resources and wildland fire and 

emergency evacuation, respectively. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the 

proposed MVWPSP into consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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IO12 
MaryAnn Dresner 

December 18, 2015 

 

I012-1 The comment expresses opposition to the MVWPSP. The comment lists a series of concerns, 

but does not specifically address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR.  

I012-2 The comment expresses concern that the project would result in light pollution that would 

affect night skies. Project-related impacts to scenic vistas and light and glare were thoroughly 

evaluated and determined to be less than significant, as described in Draft EIR Impact 9-1, 

“Adverse effects on scenic vistas,” and Impact 9-4, “New sources of light and glare.” The 

project would, however, contribute to cumulative significant and unavoidable light and glare 

impacts, as discussed in Cumulative Impact 9-9.  

I012-3 The comment suggests that more stringent height limitations should be imposed on the 

proposed buildings. Table 3-3 of the Draft EIR presents the maximum proposed building 

heights (see the Development Standards in Appendix B of the Specific Plan). The MVWPSP is 

designed to be compatible with the scale and character of the area, consistent with the 

MVCP (Policy 4.A.4) and with the Placer County Design Guidelines Manual, and the 

Design/Development Standards contained therein. 

I012-4 The comment notes that there are existing unacceptable transportation operations that 

would become worse if the proposed project is implemented and raises concerns regarding 

emergency evacuation. Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR 

includes discussions of the existing traffic conditions and an analysis of potential future 

conditions under the proposed project. Please see Master Response 9, which addresses 

emergency evacuation.  

I012-5 The comment expresses concern with air pollution and sediment deposition in Lake Tahoe, 

due to project-related traffic increases. First, as analyzed throughout Chapter 11 of the Draft 

EIR, with mitigation implemented, construction and operation of the MVWPSP would not 

exceed Placer County Air Pollution Control District significance thresholds (both at the project 

level and in the cumulative condition). The majority of vehicle-related pollutants that enter 

Lake Tahoe are from vehicle sources within the Lake Tahoe Basin (Lahontan and NDEP 

2008:72). Airborne fine sediment from sources outside the Tahoe Basin, such as the 

MVWPSP, would be deposited before they reach Lake Tahoe (Lahontan and NDEP 2008: 53-

55). Thus, the 65 to 70 percent of vehicle trips associated with the project that would not 

enter the Lake Tahoe Basin would not affect Lake Tahoe water quality. Furthermore, project-

related vehicle trips that would enter the Lake Tahoe Basin would be consistent with the total 

vehicle miles travelled that were accounted for in the development of the Lake Tahoe Total 

Maximum Daily Load pollutant load reduction strategy. As such, all vehicle trips up to the 

VMT threshold standard have already been accounted for in a science-based regulatory 

program that provides a comprehensive strategy to achieve Lake Tahoe water quality 

standards. 

I012-6 The comment requests notice of additional project-related meetings. The commenter has 

been added to the email distribution list to receive notifications of future hearings.   
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IO13 
Tom Duffy 

December 21, 2015 

 

I013-1 The comment expresses concerns related to water supply. Water supply is evaluated in Draft 

EIR under Impact 16-1, “Increased demand for water supply.” As discussed under this 

impact, the groundwater budget indicates that groundwater resources are sufficient to meet 

forecasted demand (including the proposed MVWPSP) from the aquifer, and the demand 

would be within the 32,000 acre-feet per year (including groundwater and surface water 

diversions) allowed to be extracted/diverted pursuant to the Truckee River Operating 

Agreement. For further discussion related to water supply concerns and drought, please see 

Master Response 8. 

I013-2 The comment asserts that the MVWPSP would result in light pollution that would affect night 

skies in Lake Tahoe. As evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 9-4, “New sources of light and glare,” 

light sources from the project would not be visible from Lake Tahoe and would not create a 

new source of substantial light that would adversely affect views in Tahoe. As discussed in 

Cumulative Impact 9-9, while future projects could result in new sources of light and glare 

visible from nearby recreation areas or the Lake Tahoe Basin, the MVWPSP would not 

substantially contribute to these effects. Therefore, the MVWPSP would not result in a 

considerable contribution to cumulative impacts from light and glare visible from nearby 

recreation areas or the Lake Tahoe Basin. Please also see Master Response 4, which 

discusses the visual resources evaluation methodology used in the Draft EIR. Please note 

that although the comment refers to proposed homes and campgrounds, the proposed 

project does not include campgrounds. The Brockway Campground project is a proposal for 

which environmental review has not yet commenced; see Master Response 2. 

I013-3 The comment notes that there are existing unacceptable transportation operations that 

would become worse if the proposed project is implemented. See Draft EIR Chapter 10, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” which describes the existing conditions and potential traffic 

and circulation effects associated with the MVWPSP.  

I013-4 The comment raises concerns regarding emergency evacuation. Please see Master 

Response 9 of this Final EIR, which addresses this issue. 
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IO14 
Dr. Lanny H. Fisk  

November 17, 2015 

 

IO14-1 The comment suggests that there is evidence identifying sensitivity for paleontological 

resources in the project area, that fossils have been previously reported, and that the area 

has high sensitivity to produce more scientifically significant and important fossils. The 

comment also states that most (but not all) of the project area is underlain with sedimentary 

rock formations of a type that could (and does) contain fossils. 

As stated in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR, no recent discoveries of 

paleontological resources have occurred in the project vicinity and there is no evidence 

identifying any sensitivity for paleontological resources in the project area. The comment 

refers to one paleontological find. In 1993, a mastodon was found near Boca Reservoir in 

Nevada County, approximately 5 miles northeast of Truckee. The mastodon is hypothesized 

to have originated from an even more northerly location and was relocated in a glacier that 

slowly moved into the region. 

Also, as stated in Chapter 8, the project area is not underlain by sedimentary rock formations 

of a type that is likely to contain fossils. Geotechnical reports prepared for the project 

indicate that most of the East and West Parcels are underlain by Miocene aged volcanic rock 

primarily composed of andesite and volcaniclastic deposits. Volcaniclastic deposits refers to 

clastic volcanic material ejected from volcanoes and generally includes ash (fine silt), cinder 

scoria (sand and gravel), and bombs.  

A small area of alluvium is mapped along Monte Carlo Creek (northeast corner of East Area). 

The alluvium likely consists of an unconsolidated mixture of silt, sand, gravel, cobbles, and 

some boulders. The project would not result in disturbance of this area. 

The comment notes a discrepancy to the characterization of soil conditions between Chapter 

8, “Cultural Resources,” and Chapter 14, “Geology and Soils.” The characterization on page 

8-11 is a regional characterization, as opposed to the site-specific characterization of 

Chapter 14. The text on page 8-11 has been modified, as follows, to provide clarification: 

As described in the Initial Study prepared for the MVWPSP (see Appendix A of this 

Draft EIR), there have been no recent discoveries of paleontological resources in the 

region and there is no evidence of any sensitivity for paleontological resources in the 

MVWPSP project site. Geologic and soil conditions in the region are characterized by 

deep granitic bedrock with typically shallow surface soils. The project site is underlain 

by Miocene aged volcanic rock primarily composed of andesite and volcaniclastic 

deposits. Volcaniclastic deposits refers to clastic volcanic material ejected from 

volcanoes and generally includes ash (fine silt), cinder scoria (sand and gravel), and 

bombs. A small area of alluvium is mapped along Monte Carlo Creek (northeast 

corner of East Area). The alluvium likely consists of an unconsolidated mixture of silt, 

sand, gravel, cobbles, and some boulders. The MVWPSP project site is not underlain 

with sedimentary rock formations of a type that could contain fossils. In addition, 

past glacial movement in the area has resulted in significant movement and 

disturbance of rock and soil, further minimizing the potential for fossils to be present. 

Significant unique paleontological resources or sites are not likely or expected to 

occur in the project area and no impact to unique paleontological resources or sites 

would occur. Therefore, this issue is not discussed further in this Draft EIR. 

Although there is a possibility that soils might be encountered that could contain fossil 

materials, the overall geological conditions in Martis Valley are poor for significant fossils. 

This conclusion is consistent with analyses performed for other projects located in the 
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immediate vicinity of the project site, at sites that exhibit similar geologic conditions. For 

example, the EIR prepared for the Northstar Mountain Master Plan involves ground 

disturbance elsewhere in the area, at locations with similar geologic settings. The EIR 

concluded that paleontological resources are unlikely to be present in the area.  There is no 

record to indicate that, during the construction of projects in the area (e.g., Northstar 

Highlands, Northstar Village), paleontological resources were encountered. Generally, for a 

fossil to be part of a significant paleontological resource, it needs to be within its somewhat 

original context (e.g., with other bones from the same organism, associated with identifiable 

geological strata, and the like). Geologic and soil conditions in the region were created, in 

part, by geologic uplift and past glacial movement in the area has resulted in significant 

movement and disturbance of rock and soil, further minimizing the potential for fossils to be 

present. Therefore, it is unlikely that the project would involve excavation into volcaniclastic 

rock that may have paleontological resources, and the conclusions of the Draft EIR are not 

changed. However, in an abundance of caution, Mitigation Measures 8-2b and 8-2c on page 

8-13 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:  

Mitigation Measure 8-2b: Develop and implement a Worker Environmental 

Awareness Program 

Prior to improvement plan approval, the project applicant shall design and implement a 

Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) that shall be provided to all 

construction personnel and supervisors who will have the potential to encounter and 

alter heritage and cultural resources. The WEAP shall be submitted to the Planning 

Services Division and shall describe, at a minimum: 

 types of heritage and cultural resources expected in the project area; 

 types of evidence that indicate heritage or cultural resources might be present 

(e.g., ceramic shards, trash scatters, lithic scatters, mineralized, partially 

mineralized, or unmineralized bones and teeth, soft tissues, shells, wood, leaf 

impressions, footprints); 

 what to do if a worker encounters a possible resource; 

 what to do if a worker encounters bones or possible bones; and 

 penalties for removing or intentionally disturbing heritage and cultural resources, 

such as those identified in the Archeological Resources Protection Act. 

Mitigation Measure 8-2c: Stop work in the event of an archaeological 

discovery 
In the event that evidence of any paleontological, prehistoric or historic-era 

subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered during construction-

related earth-moving activities (e.g., ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters, , 

mineralized, partially mineralized, or unmineralized bones and teeth, soft tissues, 

shells, wood, leaf impressions, footprints) ), all ground-disturbing activity in the area 

of the discovery shall be halted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the 

significance of the find. The Placer County Planning Services Division and the 

Department of Museums will be notified of the potential find and a qualified 

archeologist shall be retained to investigate. If the find is an archeological site, the 

appropriate Native American group shall be notified. If the archaeologist determines 

that the find does not meet the CRHR standards of significance for cultural 

resources, construction may proceed. If the archaeologist determines that further 

information is needed to evaluate significance, the Planning Services Division shall 
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be notified and a data recovery plan shall be prepared. If the find is determined to be 

significant by the qualified archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined to 

constitute either an historical resource or a unique archaeological resource), the 

archaeologist shall work with the project applicant to avoid disturbance to the 

resources, and if complete avoidance is not feasible in light of project design, 

economics, logistics, and other factors, follow accepted professional standards in 

recording any find including submittal of the standard DPR Primary Record forms 

(Form DPR 523) and location information to the appropriate California Historical 

Resources Information System office for the project area (the NCIC).  
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IO15 
Friends of the North Fork 

Michael Garabedian, President 

November 22, 2015 

 

IO15-1 The commenter requests specific information from the County and requests that the EIR be 

recirculated. The comment states that there is no map depicting land currently zoned as 

timberland preserve (TPZ) [sic] and no ability to determine whether there is TPZ-zoned land 

within one mile of the exterior boundary of the land upon which immediate zoning is 

proposed. As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Executive Summary,” Chapter 3, “Project 

Description,” and Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” the East and West Parcels 

are currently zoned Timberland Production Zone (TPZ), not Timberland Preserve Zone, as 

suggested by the comment. Existing zoning is discussed and explained narratively on pages 

2-1, 3-1, 3-9 through 3-12, 5-1 through 5-4 and under Impacts 5-3 and 5-4 beginning on 

page 5-21 of the Draft EIR. Adjacent forest-zoned land is also shown on Exhibit 3-3 and 

Exhibit 5-1, “Existing Zoning.” Please see response to comment IO16-7 regarding the 

analysis of the conversion of forest land and timber harvest zone (see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5, 

pages 5-23 through 5-28 of the Draft EIR) and the procedures related to an immediate 

rezoning of TPZ lands (Sections 51130-51146) (see Draft EIR pages 5-10 and 5-11). Please 

also see Master Response 1 addressing the criteria for recirculation of an EIR.  

IO15-2 The comment states that the EIR does not include consideration of a ten-year rollout of the 

TPZ for the project. As stated, the MVWPSP does not propose a 10-year TPZ rollout, but 

rather proposes an immediate rezone of TPZ on the West Parcel resulting in an immediate 

rollout. The immediate rezone of TPZ land on the West Parcel must be approved by the 

County Board of Supervisors, and would be subject to findings required by the Timberland 

Production Act. If the Board of Supervisors does not approve the immediate rezone, then the 

land could be rezoned pursuant to a 10-year rollout, as suggested by the commenter. This 

approach would affect the timing of the effective date of the rezone. See response to 

comment IO16–8 regarding analysis of the immediate rezoning of TPZ proposed by the 

MVWPSP. In addition, see Master Response 10 regarding additional suggestions for project 

alternatives. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the 

commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the proposed MVWPSP into 

consideration when making decisions regarding the project. 
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IO16 
Friends of the North Fork 

Michael Garabedian, President 

December 22, 2015 

 

IO16-1 The comment is prefatory to more detailed comments in the letter. The comment raises 

general concerns related to the immediate rezone of the timberland production zone (TPZ) 

on the West Parcel. This issue is expanded upon in subsequent comments in the letter (see 

responses to comments IO16-5 through IO16-10. 

IO16-2  The comment objects to describing the MVWPSP as an exchange. The MVWPSP Project 

would include transferring development from the East Parcel to the West Parcel, which could 

be described as an exchange. In this case, the “exchange” consists, not of an exchange of 

land, but of an exchange in land-use designations and zoning.  Thus, portions of the East 

Parcel are currently designated for residential and commercial uses, and the West Parcel is 

designated for forest and open space uses. Under this “exchange,” the residential and 

commercial designations on the East Parcel would be exchanged for – or transferred to – the 

forest designations on the West Parcel. In the process, the amount of residential 

development that would be authorized would be reduced.  In this respect, the MVWPSP does 

operate as an “exchange.” However, the MVWPSP is not specifically described as an 

“exchange” relative to TPZ. Rather, as stated in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR: 

The MVWPSP is a proposed plan that would direct the development of residential and 

commercial uses on a portion of the West Parcel, and the project would permanently 

preserve the East Parcel as open space. The MVWPSP proposes the transfer of 760 

units and 6.6 acres of commercial from the designated development of 1,360 units 

and 6.6 acres of commercial on the East Parcel (under the existing Martis Valley 

Community Plan [MVCP]) to the West Parcel. A portion of the West Parcel (662 acres) 

would be rezoned from Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) to Residential, allowing for 

the development of residential units and associated commercial, homeowner 

amenities, and small community retail uses. The remaining 390 acres on the West 

Parcel would remain designated Forest and would be zoned TPZ. The MVWPSP 

provides a comprehensive set of goals and policies, project objectives and 

implementation measures to guide the development of the West Parcel, and 

establishes Development Standards for parcel layout, buildings, and facilities, as well 

as Design Guidelines for architecture, landscaping, and other project elements. 

A component of the MVWPSP is the conservation of the East Parcel. The MVWPSP 

proposes the permanent retirement of 600 allowable units and redesignation of the 

670 acres of the East Parcel currently zoned for development to Forest. The 

mechanism for preserving the East Parcel would consist of either (1) sale of the East 

Parcel to a land trust or similar organization, or (2) recordation of a conservation 

easement restricting use of the East Parcel. 

The conversion of forest land and TPZ is analyzed in the Draft EIR in Chapter 5, “Land Use 

and Forest Resources” (see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5, pages 5-23 through 5-28). As discussed 

therein, all Forest-designated lands under the MVWPSP would be zoned TPZ, resulting in an 

increase of 8 acres with TPZ zoning (with the 670-acre Residential and Commercial area of 

the East Parcel being designated TPZ and the 662-acre West Parcel development area being 

immediately rezoned to SPL-MVWPSP).  

The comment also suggests that the project is inconsistent with the Placer County General 

Plan, because the West Parcel is currently designated Forest and zoned TPZ. As a proposed 

Specific Plan, the action being considered by Placer County is a planning action: 

redesignation of land uses, rezoning of lands, and preservation of lands. If the County does 
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not approve the project, then the land will not be redesignated, and the project will not be 

consistent with the General Plan.  If the County does approve the project, then the General 

Plan will be amended such that the project is consistent with it.  The commenter is opposed 

to such a change in land-use policy.  This opposition will be forwarded to the Board of 

Supervisors for its consideration.  See also response to comment IO18-5. In addition, please 

see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5 in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources,” of the Draft EIR for 

analysis of impacts to available timber production lands and project-related tree removal.  

The comment is generally critical of the specific plan and suggests that management of the 

project has been insufficient. Please see Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, specifically Section 1.6, 

“Environmental Review Process and Public Involvement.” Further, the subject of the County’s 

approval decision is the MVWPSP, including policies calling for conservation of the entire 

East Parcel, which is addressed in the EIR. The nature of a specific plan is comprehensive 

planning and zoning for a defined geographic area. When subsequent activities in the 

Specific Plan are proposed, the County will determine whether the environmental effects of 

those activities were adequately addressed in the program EIR and/or whether additional 

environmental documents must be prepared. Prior to approval of entitlements to develop, 

those actions or entitlements will be reviewed to determine if they are within the scope of the 

program EIR, or if additional environmental analysis is needed prior to consideration. If a 

later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a project-specific 

CEQA document would be required. The project-level CEQA documents may incorporate by 

reference general discussions from the broader EIR and focus on the impacts of the 

individual projects that implement the plan, program, or policy. 

The comment also states that the project would be administered at public expense.  To date, 

the applicant has reimbursed the County for staff time related to the proposed project and 

for preparation of the EIR by an environmental consultant under contract to the County.  

Ultimately, the project development would pay applicable fees and taxes, which would be 

used to provide services to project residents. 

IO16-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include development of the East Parcel as an 

alternative. The Draft EIR includes an analysis of development on the East Parcel. As 

described on page 19-9 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 is the No Project – Martis Valley 

Community Plan Alternative, which assumes development in accordance with existing land 

use designations and zoning under the existing Martis Valley Community Plan. This would 

include up to 1,360 residential units and up to 6.6 acres of commercial on the East Parcel; 

timber harvest in compliance with existing Timber Harvest Permits; and cessation of 

unauthorized recreational uses (because of liability issues). Analysis of this alternative is 

found in Section 19.5 of the Draft EIR (see “Alternative 2, the No Project – MVCP Alternative” 

at page 19-13). As discussed on page 19-36 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would result in a 

larger footprint of development on the East Parcel, resulting in greater impacts. 

The commitment to preserve the East Parcel is a central component of the Specific Plan. For 

this reason, the Specific Plan includes policies ensuring that, if the Specific Plan is approved, 

the entire East Parcel would be permanently preserved as open space. This would be 

ensured initially by Specific Plan Policy OS-3, which requires that the East Parcel be 

preserved as permanent open space by August 2020. Ultimately, the preferred mechanism 

for the preservation is acquisition by a land trust. As described on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR: 

The mechanism for preserving the East Parcel would consist of either (1) the sale of 

the East Parcel to a land trust or similar organization, or (2) recordation of a 

conservation easement restricting its use. The sale of or recordation of a 

conservation easement on the East Parcel would be carried out by private parties, 

and does not require approval or action by Nevada or Placer Counties. Nonetheless, 

the commitment to preserve the East Parcel is a central component of the Specific 
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Plan. For this reason, the Specific Plan includes policies ensuring that, if the Specific 

Plan is approved, the entire East Parcel would be permanently preserved as open 

space. These policies are included in Chapters 3 and 6 of the MVWPSP (Policies LU-

2.2, LU-2.3, and OS-2). If the East Parcel is not acquired by a land trust by August 

2020, then a limited conservation easement that prohibits residential or retail 

commercial development on the East Parcel would be placed on the entire 6,376 

acres. However, the August 2020 deadline may be administratively extended by the 

Planning Director if all parties to a purchase and sale agreement agree that an 

extension is appropriate, and the Planning Director finds that the extension facilitates 

acquisition and would not result in development of East Parcel. 

A key policy consideration for the Board of Supervisors will be the relative merits of allowing 

development on the East Parcel, as authorized under the Martis Valley Community Plan, or 

the West Parcel, as proposed by the applicant.  The commenter’s preference for allowing 

development on the East Parcel, rather than on the West Parcel, is noted.  This comment will 

be available to the Board at the time it makes its decision. 

IO16-4 As stated in the comment, the minor boundary line adjustment has already been approved by 

the County and a CEQA exemption was prepared. The approved boundary line adjustment is 

not part of the MVWPSP project.  

The West Parcel assessor’s parcel numbers are shown in Figure 1-5 of the Specific Plan, 

available on the County’s website: 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestp

arcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp. 

The comment also states that minor boundary line adjustments (MBLAs) have created 

eyesores in other locations.  The MBLA recently approved by Placer County did not include 

any entitlements or permits for development. The visual effects of the MVWPSP are fully 

evaluated in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR. 

IO16-5 The comment lists concerns regarding the Specific Plan language, some of which are general 

statements without specifics regarding the perceived deficiencies. The comment also serves 

as an introduction to the more detailed comments that follow. See responses below to the 

detailed comments provided in the letter. All of the items in the comment’s bulleted list are 

disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

With regard to the comment that the MVWPSP only proposes one year-round resident access 

road, the MVWPSP also proposes a maintained year-round emergency access road, both of 

which meet the ingress and egress road standards for fire equipment access adopted 

pursuant to PRC Section 4290. Furthermore, a secondary, seasonal emergency vehicle 

access (EVA) would connect to the Fibreboard Freeway, and would be limited to emergency 

vehicle and emergency provider mandated evacuation. See Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, page 

3-29 “Fire and Life Safety.”  

The environmental review process and public involvement elements of the project are 

described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, specifically Section 1.6, “Environmental Review 

Process and Public Involvement.” 

The comment states the MVWPSP is difficult to understand. To the extent comments raise 

specific questions about the MVWPSP, this EIR responds to such questions.  To the extent 

comments do not address specific content, analysis, or conclusions of in the Draft EIR, a 

response cannot be provided. However, it should be noted that the Draft EIR Executive 

Summary (Chapter 2) and Project Description (Chapter 3) provide a summary and more 

detailed description, respectively, of the proposed MVWPSP in lay language. In addition, the 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestparcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestparcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp
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complete Draft MVWPSP, the Draft EIR, and the NOP and Initial Study are available for review 

on the County’s website: 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/martisvalleywestp

arcelproject/martisvalleywestparceldraftsp. Furthermore, the comment does not provide 

evidence regarding the inadequacy of the Draft EIR. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 

warranted, as explained in Master Response 1. 

IO16-6 The comment suggests that a new Draft EIR is needed, but could be avoided if the project is 

denied or withdrawn. The comment is correct that, if the project is withdrawn or disapproved, 

then CEQA is not applicable, and a new Draft EIR is not needed. 

The specific points in the comment address the Specific Plan itself, rather than adequacy of 

the Draft EIR. The County decision makers will consider this information in their deliberations 

regarding approval of the project. Where these comments are addressed by existing analysis 

or information in the Draft EIR, such sections, subsections, and/or pages are cited below. 

Although the comments to not address the adequacy of the EIR, the following responses are 

provided for the readers’ information. 

1. The MVWPSP was prepared by consultants for the applicant. Table 8-1 in Chapter 8 of 

the Specific Plan identifies the authors of the various reports used to support the Specific 

Plan. The version of the MVWPSP provided on the County website has a cover. There is 

no title page in the MVWPSP. 

2. Several environmental studies were used in preparation of the MVWPSP generally, and in 

identification of the buffer shown in Figure 3-3 and described in Policy LU-3.5 on page 25 

of the MVWPSP. See also Chapter 7, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Section 

7.3.2, Methods and Assumptions, of that chapter discusses how the analysis considers 

the potential for the MVWPSP to result in impacts to biological resources in light of the 

Development Standards and Design Guidelines designed to minimize environmental 

effects. 

3. Specific Plan Figure 5-4 shows the watershed for both the West and East parcels. 

Specific Plan Figure 7-3 focuses on the topography of the West Parcel, because steep 

slopes are a constraint to development, and all development under the MVWPSP would 

be located on the West Parcel. Exhibit 14-2 of the Draft EIR shows the slopes of both the 

East and West Parcels. Also see Draft EIR Exhibit 15-1 for a watershed map covering 

both the East and West Parcels. 

4. The comment identifies the populations and elevations of local communities in the 

project vicinity. The comment is noted. 

5. The West Parcel is located southeast of Northstar and is therefore more proximate to 

existing development and utilities than the East Parcel. Residents of any development 

with access on SR 267 would need to use SR 267 to drive to Northstar (for example, if 

the East Parcel were to be developed, the access point would be on SR 267). 

6. The grades for the primary access road and primary EVA would vary; however, both roads 

would be built to applicable County standards. 

7. The permanency of the East Parcel as open space would be ensured initially by Specific 

Plan Policy OS-3, which requires that the East Parcel be preserved as permanent open 

space by August 2020. Ultimately, the preferred mechanism for the preservation is 

acquisition by a land trust. The permanent conservation of the East Parcel is described in 

Draft EIR Chapter 3, pages 3-9 through 3-11. Also, see response to comment IO16–3, 

above.  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County 

Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Final EIR 3.5-67 

8. The comment appears to be addressing MVCP Policy 1.f.1, which is included in the 

Guiding Goals and Objectives on page 18 of the MVWPSP. The policy encourages the 

sustained use of forestland as a means of providing open space (emphasis added). The 

project would further Policy 1.f.1 of the MVCP by preserving 6,420 acres in open space. 

This land would be zoned TPZ, which does allow forestry. The policy does not require the 

productive use of forestland, and does not refer to “all forestland” as stated in the 

comment. The conversion of forest land and TPZ is analyzed in the Draft EIR in Chapter 

5, “Land Use and Forest Resources” (see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5, pages 5-23 through 5-

28). As discussed therein, all Forest-designated lands under the MVWPSP would be 

zoned TPZ, resulting in an increase of 8 acres with TPZ zoning (with the 670-acre 

Residential and Commercial area of the East Parcel being designated TPZ and the 662-

acre West Parcel development area being immediately rezoned to SPL-MVWPSP). With 

implementation of approved THPs, timber harvesting would be allowed on these lands. 

Compatibility of the MVWPSP with surrounding land uses is also addressed in Draft EIR 

Impact 5-2 (pages 5-19 through 5-21). 

9. The uses allowed within the TPZ on the West Parcel are consistent with the existing TPZ 

zoning per the Placer County Zoning Ordinance. 

10. The exemption of employee housing from density calculations is consistent with the 

Placer County Code and is used for purposes of determining whether a proposed 

development is consistent with the densities assigned to a particular zone. This 

determination does not alter the need to evaluate the impacts of such housing if it is 

included in a proposed development. As discussed in response to comment LA6-1, the 

applicant no longer proposes a fee in lieu under the Workforce Housing Plan. Consistent 

with Placer County General Plan Policy C-2, a dedication of land for employee housing 

within the MVWP is proposed. The employee housing site located on this land could 

contain up to 21 units. Those units would be subtracted from the total proposed unit 

count of 760 for the proposed development, so the total number of units allowed within 

the specific plan area would not exceed 760. Therefore, the project does not propose to 

take advantage of the provision exempting employee housing from the density 

calculations, and the impacts of the proposed affordable housing land dedication have 

been fully analyzed in this Draft EIR (because the total unit count and disturbed acreage 

would not change).   

11. As individual tentative maps are proposed, they would indicate whether roads would be 

gated, and, if applicable, how public access to trails would be maintained. The County 

would review the proposals to ensure they meet County standards and Specific Plan 

Policy OS-5 (provide public access to trails). 

12. A primary road is needed to connect the internal circulation system to SR 267. A primary 

EVA is required to ensure that there are two year-round, all weather access routes into 

the plan area. A secondary EVA is not required, but is proposed in case there is a need 

during, for example, evacuation. The internal roadways would provide access to the 

primary road or EVA. 

13. Policy PSU-13 is consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy 6.A.1, which does not 

address intermittent episodic water courses. As shown in Exhibit 7-2a of the Draft EIR, no 

ephemeral streams were identified on the West Parcel.  

14. Fire, Life Safety, and Law Enforcement are discussed together in the Specific Plan 

because they all address public safety. The information provided about each would be 

the same whether they were discussed together, as on page 57 of the MVWPSP, or under 

separate headings. Chapter 17, “Public Services and Recreation,” and Chapter 18, 

“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the Draft EIR describe fire protection services 
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separate from law enforcement and evaluate the project’s impact on fire protection 

services and wildfire hazards. Existing community wildfire protection plans and fire safe 

regulations are also described. 

15. See response to comment LA2-2 and Master Response 9. Exhibit 9-26 is a conceptual 

site plan used to model potential placement of structures for the visual resources 

assessment. The conceptual plan illustrates one scenario of how the Specific Plan could 

be implemented based on zoning, site conditions, and development restrictions. The 

Specific Plan provides flexibility regarding the location of single-family, multifamily and 

commercial development within the Residential zone. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the 

proposed project could ultimately differ from the conceptual plan shown in Exhibit 3-7.  

16. See response to comment LA2-2 and Master Response 9. 

IO16-7 The conversion of forest land and timber harvest zone is analyzed in the Draft EIR in Chapter 

5, “Land Use and Forest Resources;” see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5. As discussed therein, all 

Forest-designated lands under the MVWPSP would be zoned TPZ, resulting in an increase of 

8 acres zoned TPZ (with the 670-acre Residential and Commercial area of the East Parcel 

being designated TPZ and the 662-acre West Parcel development area being immediately 

rezoned to SPL-MVWPSP). With implementation of approved THPs, timber harvesting would 

be allowed on these lands. Compatibility of the MVWPSP with surrounding land uses is also 

addressed in Draft EIR Impact 5-2.  

Pages 5-10 and 5-11 of the Draft EIR discuss the California Timberland Productivity Act and 

the procedures related to an immediate rezoning of TPZ lands (Sections 51130-51146). 

Immediate rezoning (as opposed to elapse of the 10-year period to which TPZ lands are 

committed to timber harvesting activities) requires public notice, a hearing, a four-fifths vote 

of the full body of the County Board of Supervisors (to tentatively approve the rezoning), and 

the adoption of specified findings. The immediate rezone of the West Parcel from TPZ to SPL-

MVWPSP would require a Timber Conversion Plan, subject to approval by the County Board of 

Supervisors and California Board of Forestry (through CAL FIRE). The Board’s tentative 

approval accompanied by specific written findings would then be forwarded to the State 

Board of Forestry and Fire Protection for consideration and approval pursuant to Section 

4621.2 of the Public Resources Code. Upon final approval of conversion, the State Board of 

Forestry and Fire Protection would notify the Board of Supervisors of the approval, which 

would then remove the parcel from TPZ and specify new zoning. In addition, please see 

response to comment IO16–2, which addresses issues of consistency of the MVWPSP with 

the General Plan. 

The findings to support an immediate rezoning of TPZ lands are not required to be part of the 

EIR. Rather, the County Board of Supervisors will make the necessary findings to support 

immediate rezoning of TPZ lands based on the MVWPSP EIR, after certification. The evidence 

in support of those findings may be in the EIR, or the evidence may be elsewhere in the 

record. The TPZ findings are similar to the Board’s decision related to the General Plan 

consistency: the EIR analysis identifies consistencies and/or inconsistencies, but the 

ultimate determination of consistency rests with the legislative body. To clarify the necessary 

findings, the text of page 5-11 of the Draft EIR (under the heading “California Timberland 

Productivity Act of 1982”) is hereby revised as follows: 

The Timberland Productivity Act describes the procedures related to immediate 

rezoning of TPZ lands (Sections 51130-51146). Immediate rezoning (as opposed to 

elapse of the 10-year period to which TPZ lands are committed to timber harvesting 

activities) requires public notice, a hearing, and a four-fifths vote of the full body of 

the County Board of Supervisors (or council) to tentatively approve the rezoning. The 

Board’s tentative approval, accompanied by the following specific written findings, 
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would then be forwarded to the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection for 

consideration and approval pursuant to Section 4621.2 of the Public Resources 

Code. The findings must address that all of the following exist: 

1. The immediate rezoning would be in the public interest.  

2. The immediate rezoning does not have a substantial and unmitigated adverse 

effect upon the continued timber growing use or open space use of other land 

zoned as timberland production and situated within one mile of the exterior 

boundary of the land on which the immediate rezoning is proposed.  

3. The soils, slopes, and watershed conditions will be suitable for the uses proposed 

by the applicant if the immediate rezoning is approved.  

4. The immediate rezoning is not inconsistent with the purposes of subdivision (j) of 

section 3 of Article XIII of the California Constitution. 

Upon final approval of conversion, the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection 

would notify the Board of the approval, and the Board would remove the parcel from 

TPZ and specify new zoning. 

Analysis of project-related impacts to other related environmental resources, such as 

biological resources, hydrology and water quality, and recreation are addressed throughout 

the environmental resource chapters of the Draft EIR (Chapters 5 through 18). 

IO16-8 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR did not evaluate the MVWPSP’s consistency with the 

General Plan. See response to comments IO18-3 and IO18-5, regarding the project 

description and conceptual site plan and consistency with the Placer County General Plan 

and Martis Valley Community Plan. 

The comment notes Placer County General Plan Policy 7.E.1, which encourages the 

sustained productive use of forest land as a means of providing open space and conserving 

other natural resources. This is consistent with MVCP Policy 1.f.1, which is included in the 

Guiding Goals and Objectives on page 18 of the MVWPSP.  The project would further Policy 

1.f.1 of the MVCP by preserving 6,420 acres in open space. 

The comment also cites General Plan Policy 7.E.2, which discourages development that 

conflicts with timberland management. Please see response to comment IO16-7, above, 

which explains that the conversion of forest land and timber harvest zone is analyzed in the 

Draft EIR in Chapter 5, “Land Use and Forest Resources;” see Impacts 5-4 and 5-5, which 

discusses the California Timberland Productivity Act and the procedures related to an 

immediate rezoning of TPZ lands (Sections 51130-51146). 

IO16-9 The comment states that the Specific Plan does not make the necessary findings required 

for immediate rezone of TPZ. See response to comment IO-16-7, above, regarding analysis of 

the immediate rezoning of TPZ proposed by the MVWPSP.  The applicable findings to support 

an immediate rezone of TPZ must be adopted by the Board of Supervisors. These findings 

may be based on information in the Specific Plan, or in the EIR, or elsewhere in the record. 

IO16-10 The comment asserts that a 10-year TPZ rollout is inconsistent with the General Plan. The 

MVWPSP does not propose a 10-year TPZ rollout, but rather proposes an immediate rezone 

of TPZ on the West Parcel. See response to comment IO16–7, above, regarding analysis of 

the immediate rezoning of TPZ proposed by the MVWPSP. 
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The comment also states that the TPZ rezone would develop remote forest lands with timber, 

biological, and scenic resources, and that wildfire would be a threat.  See Master Response 9 

regarding wildland fire.  The biological impacts of developing the project site are addressed 

in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, and visual resources are addressed in Chapter 9 

Also, the project site is not particularly “remote” as it is located in proximity to a major 

roadway (SR 267) and developed ski resort (Northstar), and is leased by Vail for its guests to 

use the cross-country ski and hiking trails.   

IO16-11 The comment suggests that visual impacts from existing trails, such as the Tahoe Rim Trail 

were not evaluated in the Draft EIR. See response to comment IO18-52 regarding visual 

impacts from existing trails and views from the Tahoe Rim Trail. 

IO16-12 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR provide graphics of the proposed structures and 

building heights. See response to comment IO18–3, regarding the project description and 

conceptual site plan. See page 3-18, Table 3-3, and Exhibit 3-8 in Chapter 3, “Project 

Description,” of the Draft EIR for description of the maximum proposed building heights (also 

see Development Standards in Appendix B of the Specific Plan). 

IO16-13 The comment asserts that there is no basis for the Specific Plan to state that habitat would 

be protected by designating the East Parcel and a portion of the West Parcel as Forest. 

Permitted uses on land that is designated Forest are set forth in the Martis Valley Community 

Plan. Permitted uses under the “Forest” designation are set forth at page 25 of the MVCP, 

which states: “Typical land uses allowed include: commercial timber production operations 

and facilities; recreation uses such as skiing and skiing related facilities, such as skier 

services including parking, incidental camping, private, institutional and commercial 

campgrounds (but not recreational vehicle parks); and necessary public utility and safety 

facilities.”, and in Appendix A of the MVWPSP. Residential and commercial uses are not 

permitted in land that is designated Forest. 

As explained in the Draft EIR and in response to comment IO16-3, above, the commitment to 

preserve the East Parcel is a central component of the Specific Plan. Chapter 7, “Biological 

Resources,” of the Draft EIR describes common and sensitive biological vegetation, 

terrestrial wildlife, and aquatic biological resources known or with potential to occur within 

the MVWPSP project site, and describes potential effects of project implementation on those 

resources. Biological resources include common vegetation and habitat types, sensitive plant 

communities, and special-status plant and animal species. In response to specific concerns 

regarding deer migration, please see Impact 7-5, which discusses the project-related impacts 

to mule deer (the Loyalton-Truckee deer herd).  

Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, presents a 

summary of the current state of climate change science and greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions sources in California; a summary of applicable regulations; quantification of 

project-generated GHG emissions and discussion about their potential contribution to global 

climate change; and analysis of the project’s resiliency to climate-change-related risks. See 

Section 12.1.2 for a discussion of effects of climate change on the environment.  Although it 

is unclear what is meant by the last bullet in this comment, a review of potential impacts, if 

they exist, of climate change on local wildlife, including review of existing databases and 

transect studies would not be caused or exacerbated by the project. 

IO16-14 The comment lists concerns related to roadways (including the EVA), slopes, and 

environmental hazards, focusing on the Specific Plan, but also raising some connections to 

the Draft EIR. All project roads would be built to applicable County standards as well as fire 

and life safety requirements.  See response to comment IO18-3 for response to concerns 

regarding review of a Specific Plan and conceptual land use plan. 
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Specific concerns related to environmental review of geologic hazards (including faults and 

avalanches) are evaluated in Chapter 14, “Geology and Soils.” The visual impacts of the 

project, including project roadways, are analyzed in Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” of the 

Draft EIR.  

IO16-15 The comment asserts that the MVWPSP Implementation Plan contains insufficient detail and 

would be confusing to residents, the public, and interested agencies. See response to 

comment IO18–3, which explains that the content and level of detail of the MVWPSP is 

sufficient for a specific plan and that the project description is in compliance with CEQA 

requirements. Response IO18-3 also explains that the intent of the EIR, if certified, is to 

serve as the base environmental document for subsequent entitlement approvals within the 

West Parcel.  Second, the environmental review process and public involvement are 

described in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR, specifically see Section 1.6, “Environmental Review 

Process and Public Involvement.” In addition, see response to comment IO16 -2, above, 

which discusses the Draft EIR analysis of land use changes, zoning changes, and consistency 

with the Placer County General Plan and MVCP.  

Finally, the comment mentions “project financing.” CEQA is intended to evaluate whether 

proposed actions would have an adverse impact on the environment; there is no requirement 

to analyze the financial feasibility of the project. 
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IO17 
Friends of the West Shore 

Susan Gearhart and Jennifer Quashnick 

November 2, 2015 

 

IO17-1 The commenter requests an extension of the public comment period for the Draft EIR by 

15 days. The Draft EIR was released on October 22, 2015 for public review and comment for 

a 45-day period (ending December 7, 2015). The Draft EIR comment period was extended by 

15 days for a total review period of 60 days, ending December 22, 2015 (as identified on the 

County’s website). Regarding the comment about the letters submitted on the Notice of 

Preparation, see response to comment IO18-82. 
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